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Title Report to Police and Crime Panel

Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner for Gloucestershire: 
The case for change; An initial response by Dave Norman, Lead 
Cabinet Member for Public Protection, Parking and Libraries

Date of meeting 16th November 2018

Purpose of Report

To give a brief overview of the initial view on the accuracy of the 
Police and Crime Commissioners Report (The case for change; how 
a change in fire and rescue governance can improve 
Gloucestershire’s community safety and maximise police and fire 
collaboration in Gloucestershire) which is out for public consultation.   

1. Introduction
On Wednesday 7th November Martin Surl, Police and Crime Commissioner for 
Gloucestershire (PCC) launched  a public consultation into his proposal to take over the 
governance of Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service (GFRS) from Gloucestershire 
County Council (GCC).
The PCC Gloucestershire Website posted the following statements the same morning: 

Whilst the PCC had warned Gloucestershire County Council (GCC) of his intent to revisit the 
business case, the 152 page report on “The case for change” was not shared in advance 
with GCC, nor was the start date for consultation.
Given this, the following report is a brief outline of our initial observations on that business 
case in order to support discussion by the police and crime panel.  The county council will 
continue to examine these proposals in more detail and to highlight areas of concern.  
However, as cabinet member with responsibility for fire, I felt it was important to present the 
Police and Crime Panel with as much information as possible at this time.
Cllr Dave Norman MBE
Cabinet Member for Public Protection
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2. Governance
The case for change identifies improved governance and scrutiny as a key benefit of the 
OPCC’s proposal.  However, today, all County Council decision making on the Fire and 
Rescue Service, as in other areas, takes place in public, with significant opportunities for 
questioning by the public and opposition councillors.  Under the proposal in the business 
case, there would be no opportunity for formal public questions and the opportunity for 
scrutiny by opposition councillors would be dramatically reduced.
How are decisions about the Fire Service made today?
Under Gloucestershire County Council, all major decisions about Gloucestershire Fire and 
Rescue Service (GFRS) are taken in public, with the opportunity for public and councillor 
questions to be asked, and for elected representatives from all parties to take part.  All 
meetings are fully minuted, with the minutes publicly available.  Any five councillors can call-
in any decision, pausing its implementation until it can be referred to a scrutiny committee for 
examination in public.  With over half of county councillors also serving on district councils, 
current governance arrangements also help ensure decisions can take into account the 
perspective of district colleagues
How would decisions be made under the PCC?
Under the proposed change, decisions about the Fire and Rescue service would be made by 
the PCC in private.  There would be no opportunity for public or councillor questions, nor any 
ability for decisions to be called-in or challenged.  Police and Crime Panel meetings would 
be the only opportunity for formal public scrutiny of issues relating to GFRS.
The proposal would see a 79% reduction in public meetings that can look at the 
Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service and a 100% reduction in the opportunity for the 
public to formally raise questions on fire issues.
Parish and Town Councils
County councillors are the eyes and ears of their local communities, regularly attending 
parish and town council meetings across the county, allowing any local concerns about 
GFRS to be quickly highlighted.  In contrast, the PCC does not regularly attend parish and 
town council meetings.
Current Fire Governance

Structure Meetings 
per year

Open to 
public?

Public 
questions?

How is 
meeting 
recorded?

How 
constituted?

Cross 
party?

Environment 
and 
Communities 
Scrutiny 
Committee

6 Yes No Full 
minutes

Elected Yes

Overview and 
Scrutiny 
Management 
Committee

c.6 Yes No Full 
minutes

Elected Yes

Cabinet 6 Yes Yes – on 
agenda

Full 
minutes

Elected No, 
except 
questions

Full Council 6 Yes Yes Webcast Elected Yes
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OPCC Governance

Structure Meetings 
per year

Open to 
public?

Public 
questions?

How is 
meeting 
recorded?

How 
constituted?

Cross 
party?

Joint 
Independent 
Audit Committee

4 No No Agenda 
and key 
decisions- 
last 
published 
2015

Appointed No

Accountability 
and Performance 
Meeting

12 No No Unknown By PCC No

Governance 
Board

12 No No Unknown By PCC No

Finance Panel 12 No Unknown By PCC No

Holding to 
account meeting

52 No “Themes” 
published

PCC and 
Chief 
Constable

No

Police and Crime 
Panel

5 Yes No Full 
minutes

Elected Yes

Note, in the table on page 83, the PCC’s business case refers to an Infrastructure and 
Economy, Finance, Performance and Risk committee, which is not a regularly held public 
meeting.  The PCC’s report compares private PCC meetings to largely public county council 
meetings.  The table on page 86 omits to include reference to the council’s annual budget 
consultation, and seeks to compare GFRS community engagement (which it criticises 
without evidence) with the PCC’s engagement activity.  This is misleading – a fair 
comparison would be between the work of the PCC, and that of the 53 county councillors, 
and their engagement with local residents across Gloucestershire.
 4. Collaboration
The business case raises concerns about the progress on collaboration with the police since 
the establishment of a Local Emergency Services Collaboration Board. 
This overlooks the progress GFRS and Gloucestershire Constabulary (GC) have made in 
collaboration, as well as the partnerships with many other agencies in developing community 
safety initiatives, which is much wider than just estates and operational services.
The business case highlights some specific areas for further collaboration under changed 
governance.  
Workshops Collaboration
The business case itself identifies the reason for slower collaboration in this area, on page 
92, due to the difficulties that GC have had in recruiting a fleet manager.  This understates 
serious and deep seated problems in the GC Fleet team – but, in any event, the delay is 
wholly under the control of the police.  It is not clear how adding responsibility for fire would 
allow the PCC to address these issues for which he is already responsible.  Moreover, whilst 
waiting for GC to resolve these issues, GFRS’ fleet management has moved ahead with 
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cooperation in other areas – now taking responsibility for the whole of GCC’s fleet 
management.  This cooperation would be put at risk by a governance change and the 
business case makes no provision for the loss to the taxpayer that would result.
Call Centre Collaboration
As part of a Local Emergency Services Collaboration Board and Gold Group, a report was 
commissioned by strategic managers from both police and fire to analyse the options for 
greater collaboration between control room services. In this report, a number of areas have 
been identified for greater collaboration and co-operation. These include training, 
supervisory awareness, staff mental health training, vulnerable people, community visits, 
and knowledge of service specialisms. Some areas have been identified as potential areas 
for greater collaboration and co-operation and these include, fall back control, IT solutions 
when upgraded and multi-agency incident transfer solutions.
As part of the analysis senior control staff from both police and fire consulted with Kent and 
South Wales Police and Fire and Rescue Services and it was not recommended to have a 
single room solution as the differences in working practices have been found to be 
detrimental to the working relationships from both service perspectives and did not deliver 
the anticipated benefits. 
Further work has been commissioned to look at developing long term plans to include more 
integration the development of joint control IT and fall back control facilities linked to joint 
estate development. (Bamfurlong site)
Opportunities for closer collaboration are already being taken forward – but any more 
significant collaboration would be specifically against the professional advice of both the 
police and fire services.  Again, it is unclear how governance change in this area could lead 
to any benefits.
Estates Collaboration 
The business case states “the FRA has no intention to invest in collaborative developments 
in fire stations due to the current public estate being deemed as for fire operational 
purposes”.  This is inaccurate - GFRS has invested in supporting police co-location – but it is 
also unclear how the model of governance change proposed could address this further.
All fire stations are considered as part of the One Gloucestershire Estate. The One 
Gloucestershire Estate is a collective of representatives from a number of partner agencies 
who seek to make best use of the collective estates of all concerned. The police are 
represented at this and therefore again they have a strong hand in the collaboration 
outcomes to include development infrastructure around the county.  
Various fire stations are being considered for greater collaboration opportunities. Lydney Fire 
Station has been developed, at a cost to GCC, into a satellite location for the police. A 
business case has been developed and submitted to the Emergency Services Collaboration 
Board and Gold Group to take this further with full integration onto the site of police as a first 
joint estates location, with further work being completed on other locations around the county 
linked to police need. 
Revenue grant funding to cover professional fees has been secured through the One Public 
Estate for the Cirencester Blue Light Hub. This is closely linked to the development of 
Cirencester Town centre and is much wider that just blue light Services. This is police led 
and therefore the progress and success of this collaboration is in the hands of 
Gloucestershire Constabulary (GC).
However, GFRS has been unable to support suggestions from the PCC that GFRS funding 
should be used to part-fund GC relocating police stations into existing rural fire stations.  
Whilst GFRS has actively supported GC in this, we cannot use fire funding to pay for a 
change that offers limited benefit to fire, whilst allowing the PCC to deliver savings to the GC 
budget.  Unless the PCC is proposing to transfer fire funding to GC following a governance 
change, this would remain the case.
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Procurement Collaboration
The business case suggests greater economies of scale by working jointly with police on 
procurement using national procurement frameworks.  There is no detailed costing provided 
for this.  Neither does the business case look at the potentially significant loss of 
procurement efficiency from removing GFRS from GCC.  If the business case sees 
economies of scale benefits in joining up GFRS with GC, with its £111m budget, it should 
also identify the lost economies of scale from removing GFRS from joint procurement with 
GCC, with its £413m budget.
The report makes no reference to GFRS’s existing work with national groups to provide best 
value for money, for example the southwest collaboration group and the blue light hub (blue 
light joint procurement portal for supply of good and services.  These projects already result 
in significant procurement savings across much of GFRS’s purchasing.
GFRS work with our partners in police stores to develop better ways of working and logistical 
support. We also work closely with the Home office and Crown Commercial Services as do 
police. Wider work into logistic support functions is due to start in the new year as part of 
current collaboration work and efficiency work being completed by both police and fire and 
will be completed independent of any governance change.
The following are examples of successful collaborations with the Police

 Joint strategic working with Safer Gloucestershire Partnership

 Shared estates at Lydney and GTEC

 Leadership training ILM5

 Exercising through the Local Resilience Forum (LRF)

 Blue light training through the LRF

 Joint Marauding Terrorist Firearms Training

 Sharing of incident ground welfare facilities (imminent)

 Shared use of SkillZONE for police 

 Joint fire investigations involving death, serious injury, significant financial loss.

 National Interagency Liaison Officer training

 PCSO access to all fire stations

 A joint approach to wellbeing e.g. TRIM

 Joint approach to missing persons utilising GFRS rescue expertise and equipment
Other Successful Collaborations other than the Police include: 
GP Surgeries and Hospitals:- 
As part of the safety agenda for the most vulnerable safe and well visits are integral in 
hospitals and doctors surgeries in various ways to enhance the safety of the most 
vulnerable. 
Community Hospitals and Adult Social Care:- 
Working closely with community hospitals and adult social care to provide the advices and 
support to the most vulnerable and allowing them to feel safe on leaving primary care. 
Mental Health Services:- 
As part of the Mental Health Crisis Care Concordat, GFRS work closely with other agencies 
to provide training and advice to those working with the most vulnerable in relation to 
dementia or mental health issues. These agencies include Gloucestershire Clinical 
Commissioning Group, Gloucestershire Care Services NHS Trust, Gloucestershire Hospitals 
NHS Foundation Trust, 2gether NHS Foundation Trust, NHS England, South Western 
Ambulance Service NHS Foundation Trust, Gloucestershire Constabulary, Gloucestershire 
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Police and Crime Commissioner, the Samaritans, Healthwatch Gloucestershire, Turning 
Point, County Community Projects, Rethink, Carers Gloucestershire and the Independence 
Trust.
Out-of-Hours GPs and Paramedic teams:- 

 GFRS works closely with the ambulance service to provide co responding and 
support for nurses and to help reduce pressures on partner agencies GFRS 
incorporate the following into their Safe and Well Visits: 

 Falls assessments 

 Other agency assessment e.g. Telecare, gearing impaired equipment 

 Equipment supply and fitting at point of visit (specialist equipment) 
Telecare Responder Service 
The Telecare initiative provides significant social return on investment with care home 
placements, ambulance, emergency admissions and hospital stays, police, local authorities 
and fire and rescue service call outs avoided or reduced. In 2017/18 GFRS attended 1,312 
Telecare calls.
5. Costs of Change
The business case states one-off implementation costs for the recommended governance 
model would be c.£430K for the OPCC and £250K for GCC with £70k recurring annual 
costs.  These recurring extra costs are attributed to more staff for the police and crime 
commissioner’s office.
Although the business case makes reference to GCC’s independent report into the cost of 
these proposals, they are excluded from this calculation This report identified the additional 
costs of changing governance models for Gloucestershire taxpayers are more realistically 
estimated to be £2.5m over 3 years -  almost three times the amount claimed in the business 
case.  
The business case highlights a range of areas including PFI, pensions, precept and other 
areas where the costs of change have not been established, or even estimated.  
It is concerning that the financial modelling within the business case is so limited and that the 
summary does not represent the significant financial risks that the business case itself 
identifies.
The Fire and Rescue Service currently provides wide support to vulnerable communities and 
the three principal officers in GFRS have much wider responsibilities than just fire and 
rescue. Any changes could have a detrimental impact on the council’s agreed public 
priorities, would create additional cost to the local taxpayer and provide less effective use of 
strategic capacity. The value of these arrangements is estimated by the independent 
consultants to be in the order of £500k per year (included in the estimate of £2.5m above).
There are a number of anomalies regarding the financial figures within the OPCC report. In 
some areas wording relate to 2018/19 but figures in the table are titled as 2016/17. The 
information regarding earmarked reserves is incorrect despite linking to the appropriate GCC 
documentation. Inconsistencies make it difficult to understand what point is being made and 
creates confusion for the reader. 
The only area of specific savings identified in the entire business case relates to estate 
changes which can be progressed under the existing governance model.
6. Specific points
Foreword
Page  1 The foreword (Para 3) states that the business case is based on an internal review 
and refresh  on the findings of the PA Consulting report. One of the advantages (Para 4, 7 
and 11) includes “improving community safety. The local case for change in the PA exec 
summary states that “there is not a case for change on performance or “public safety 
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grounds”. This is contradicts the PCC’s own report, making it clear there is no case for 
change on public safety grounds.
Page 2 Para 10 States that transitional costs could be offset by capital receipts from 
colocation and selling three police buildings.  This could happen through collaboration alone 
without governance change.
Executive Summary

Page 5 Para 5 States it is not possible to determine GFRS governance costs.  Therefore a 
sound business case cannot be made without this key information or allow informed decision 
making as part of the consultation.
Page 7 para 12 This statement is incorrect.  The GCC audit report did not doubt the 
accuracy but the adequacy of the information provided NOT in the GFRS published 
Statement of Assurance but in the GCC Directors Statement of Assurance, which is a 
completely different document to the one referred to in the PCC report.  
Page 7 para 13 This paragraph challenges the claim that “GFRS is recognised as one of the 
best fire and rescue services in the country”.  This analysis provided by the PCC is flawed as 
comparator data included in this report is inaccurate (see examples of data errors below on 
response times, primary and dwelling fire numbers).  It also makes no comparison on cost 
per head of population which this year made us second lowest cost per head of population.
Page 6 Para 8 The list of fire and rescue services already governed by a local PCC is 
incomplete and includes omissions.  It omits to mention:

 Hertfordshire who have now abandoned all plans to change to PCC governance 
following objections

 That North Yorkshire is currently subject to a judicial review

Page 8 Para 20 States that senior management costs are high when compared with GC. 

The comparison on senior management costs is not a statistically sound comparison due to:
 The number of RDS staff (not FTE)
 The low numbers of staff i.e. the bottom line in terms of operational need
 The comparison does not take into account the county council responsibilities within 

those posts that reduces GCC management costs currently and would be a financial 
cost to GCC if governance were to move to the PCC.  This is despite the business 
case highlighting the broader GCC responsibilities elsewhere.

Page 8 Para 24 States the internal audit review recommended the need for a cultural audit.  
This is factually incorrect as a cultural review took place in 2016 and a stocktake on progress 
took place in 2018.  The report merely states that the cultural review “should be rejuvenated 
and implemented in a timely manner…..”.
Page 28 para 3.3.3 This omits that all members of the public can compare our performance 
against all FRS’s on LGInform.  This gives members of the public access to published data 
about the local area and the performance of the council or fire and rescue authority can be 
compared to the performance of all other authorities.
It also fails to give context which is that statistically numbers are now so low that the 
proportion of incidents in rural areas will very quickly drive up an ‘average’ response 
time.(see response times errors below)
Page 79 Appendix A Primary Fires The data used in the table on the number of primary 
fires is incorrect for both national and GFRS figures therefore making the graphics 
inaccurate and the comparisons wrong. (Source FIRE table 0102 from the GOV.UK 
website). For example the report states that there were 719 primary fires in Gloucestershire 
in 2010/11 reducing to 461 in 2016/17 when in fact the correct figures are 967 for 2010/11 
reducing to 778 in 2016/17.

Page 7



8

Response Times The data used in the table on response times in significant rural areas are 
wrong, therefore an inaccurate comparison is made. (Source FIRE 1003 table from the 
GOV.UK website). The comparator figure used in the report for significant rural areas was 
8.1 minutes in 2010/11 when the correct figure is 9 minutes.  The report then states that in 
2016/17 this was 8.2 minutes, when the correct figure should be 9.8 minutes.  This creates a 
very different picture, as the correct data for comparing response times has increased rather 
than staying the same as the report suggests.
Page 80 Appendix A Dwelling fires The data used in the table on the number of dwelling 
fires is incorrect for both national and GFRS figures therefore making the graphics 
inaccurate. (source FIRE table 0102 from the GOV.UK website). For example the report 
states that there were 172 dwelling fires in Gloucestershire in 2010/11 reducing to 137 in 
2016/17 when in fact the correct figures are 338 for 2010/11 reducing to 312 in 2017/18.
Page 83 Omits to mention delegated decision-making powers to the Chief Fire Officer as 
part of the GCC constitution therefore making GFRS Strategic Leadership Team part of the 
governance arrangements.
Page 85 States cabinet meetings are not open to the public, they are open to the public and 
all reports and minutes are available on the GCC website for transparency and 
accountability.
End of Report
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